This article examines the ways in which mixed
ssimilation has traditionally been conceived as the process by which people and groups acquire shared memories and values, and thus a common culture (Park and Burgess 1921) . Milton Gordon, in his well-known Assimilation in American Life (1964) , provided an analytical synthesis of assimilation theory and concepts. He argued that the assimilation process rst involves "acculturation," wherein minority group members adopt the cultural patterns of the host society; this process is followed by "structural assimilation," which entails minority integration into primary groups and institutions, such as through close friendships and intermarriage. Contemporary assimilation theorists emphasize that assimilation need not be a one-way street, where minority members become more like majority group members. Rather, assimilation involves a general convergence of social, economic, cultural, and-the focus here-residential patterns (Alba and Nee 2003) .
Some have argued that the incorporation of immigrant groups in U.S. society can be facilitated by mixed-nativity marriages between immigrants and the native-born (Bean and Stevens 2003) . Such marriages potentially help acculturate the foreign-born spouse and other household members through a guided introduction to local norms and institutions. The extent to which households with mixed-nativity marriages are spatially assimilated is not well understood and thus is the focus of this analysis. In addition, mixed-nativity marriages that cross racial/ethnic lines might be all the more likely to live in integrated areas because they may signal an even greater dissolution of social barriers between groups (Bean and Stevens 2003) . Intermarriage across nativity and racial/ethnic lines is likely indicative of structural assimilation along multiple dimensions.
The goal of this study, therefore, is to examine the residential patterns of households in which one spouse is foreign-born and the other is U.S.-born to discern whether they are, in fact, less segregated from native-born households than households in which both spouses are foreign-born. We further investigate whether households that are both mixed-nativity and mixed-race/-ethnicity have particularly low levels of segregation from others, and how the speci c ethnic combination of the spouses affects observed patterns. Because of data constraints, very little is known about the residential patterns of mixed-nativity couples, and less yet is known about mixed-nativity and mixed-race ones. Thus, our analyses rely on restricted-use data from the 2000 census that provide geographically detailed counts of various groups not available in public-use census data les. We calculate levels of segregation (using the dissimilarity index) of mixed-nativity households and run regression models that control for group and metropolitan area characteristics to shed light on the predictive power of spatial assimilation theory compared with competing theories.
BACKGROUND
Three theoretical perspectives commonly used to explain how immigrants and minority groups become incorporated into society are assimilation, ethnic disadvantage, and segmented assimilation (Alba and Nee 2003; Iceland 2009 ).
Classic spatial assimilation theory posits that immigrant groups experience a process toward integration with a society's majority group through the adoption of mainstream attitudes, culture, and human capital attributes (Alba and Nee 2003) . The acculturation of the foreign-born and their children to the host society, as well as their socioeconomic mobility over time, are key factors in the assimilation process. Early in this process, groups may be segregated from the native majority for a number of reasons. The low socio economic status (SES) of many immigrant groups may mean that such individuals simply may not be able to afford to live in the same neighborhoods as the more-af uent native majority (Alba and Logan 1991; Clark 1986 Clark , 1988 . People with low levels of human capital may also be particularly dependent on their ethnic communities (Alba and Nee 2003; Portes and Rumbaut 2006) . Social networks-both kin and community-are key factors shaping where internal migrants and immigrants live (Castles and Miller 2003; Portes and Rumbaut 2006) . However, immigrant group members are more likely to move into other residential areas if and when they become more socioeconomically similar to the native majority. Contemporary assimilation theorists emphasize that assimilation need not be a one-way street, where immigrants become more like native majority group members. Rather, assimilation involves a general convergence of social, economic, cultural, and residential patterns (Alba and Nee 2003) . Applying assimilation theory to our study, we expect to see lower levels of racial and ethnic residential segregation among native-born group members than among foreign-born ones, since the latter are more likely to reside in segregated ethnic enclaves.
In contrast to the residential convergence of groups theorized by spatial assimilation theory, the ethnic disadvantage perspective (often termed "place strati cation theory" in the residential segregation literature) emphasizes prejudice and discrimination among majority group members in shaping residential patterns of new or marginalized groups in a society (Charles 2003; Massey 1985) . Discriminatory practices have included real estate agents steering racial groups to certain neighborhoods and unequal access of racial groups to mortgage credit, among other practices (Galster 1988; Massey and Denton 1993; Yinger 1995) . With regard to preferences, ethnic groups often show strong desires to live in neighborhoods where their own group is highly represented, and they often avoid other ethnic neighborhoods. However, African Americans, Hispanics, and Asians are more likely than whites to express a preference to live in integrated neighborhoods Farley et al. 1994; Zubrinsky and Bobo 1996) . The effects of structural barriers are thought to be greatest for blacks in the United States because blacks have historically been perceived in the most unfavorable terms (Charles 2006) . Despite some declines in discrimination in recent years, many believe that both discrimination and white avoidance of mixed or minority neighborhoods still play central roles in shaping the residential patterns of minority group members in the United States (Ross and Turner 2005; Squires and Kurbin 2006) .
Applying place strati cation theory to our study, we expect that the race of individuals in married couples will play a key role in their levels of segregation from other households. Nativity status and other factors are not expected to be particularly salient because of the racially motivated prejudices and preferences of the native-born white population that are only marginally affected by nonracial factors, as noted by Alba and Logan (1991) and Charles (2003) . Even black immigrants, for example, who often try to emphasize their ethnic (country) origins to distinguish themselves from the native-born black population, often end up being categorized as "black" by whites (Crowder 1999; Denton and Massey 1989) .
The segmented assimilation perspective focuses on divergent patterns of incorporation among contemporary immigrants (Portes and Zhou 1993; Zhou 1999) . According to this theory, the host society offers uneven possibilities to different immigrant groups based on social factors, including race and SES. In particular, recent immigrants become absorbed by different segments of American society, ranging from af uent, predominantly white middle-class suburbs to impoverished, predominantly African American inner-city ghettoes. For example, high-SES immigrants and their children who are uent in English have a relatively high likelihood of assimilating with native-born whites. Conversely, low-SES immigrants with poor English-language skills are less likely to assimilate with native-born whites and instead either cultivate ties with their ethnic communities or even assimilate downward with poor African Americans (Zhou 1999) . Structural factors that likewise affect patterns of incorporation include racial strati cation and the range of economic opportunities available in a particular place at a particular time. Racial discrimination, in particular, may diminish the opportunities available to nonwhite immigrants. Hispanic and black immigrants, especially, remain highly disadvantaged in U.S. society and are thus unlikely to assimilate with native-born whites (Zhou 1999) .
Applying the segmented assimilation perspective to our analysis, we should observe markedly different residential patterns across racial and ethnic groups. Among nonwhite immigrants, and blacks and Hispanics in particular, nativity status of the couple may not matter in terms of assimilation with native-born whites because of racial strati cation in American society. Segmented assimilation theory would also certainly predict that mixednativity couples may be less segregated from native-born couples of the same race because of ethnic af nity and the importance of race in American society.
General Patterns of Segregation by Race and Nativity
Studies on residential segregation have indicated that black-white residential segregation in U.S. metropolitan areas is high in absolute terms but has declined moderately over the past few decades. In 2000, Hispanics were generally the next most highly segregated from non-Hispanic whites, followed by Asians. For example, the weighted average black-white dissimilarity score was 0.64 in 2000, followed by Hispanic-white dissimilarity at 0.51 and Asian-white dissimilarity of 0.41 (Iceland, Weinberg, and Steinmetz 2002) . These levels of segregation are consistent with patterns discussed in the racial preferences literature and with racial intermarriage patterns more generally.
Other studies have noted that Hispanic segregation from blacks is moderate to high, and actually quite similar to Hispanic-white segregation levels (Iceland and Nelson 2008; Logan 2002) . Asian segregation levels in some ways mirror white ones: Asian-black dissimilarity in 2000 (0.54) was higher than Asian-Hispanic dissimilarity (0.47), which was in turn a little higher than Asian-white dissimilarity (0.41) (Lewis Mumford Center 2001) .
Studies have also indicated that the foreign born of various ethnic groups tend to be moderately more segregated from whites and less likely have moved into white neighborhoods than the native-born of the respective ethnic groups Iceland and Nelson 2008; Iceland and Scopilliti 2008; South, Crowder, and Chavez 2005a, 2005b) . These patterns are generally consistent with spatial assimilation. However, this effect of nativity is at times overshadowed by the particular race/ethnicity of the immigrants, which is to some extent consistent with segmented assimilation White, Biddlecom, and Guo 1993; White and Sassler 2000) .
The Possible Role of Mixed-Nativity Marriages Mixed-nativity marriages have long been considered as aiding the assimilation process (Bossard 1939; Carpenter 1927; Ellis, Wright, and Parks 2006) . Bean and Stevens (2003) noted that cross-nativity marriages could facilitate social integration of the foreign-born by more quickly and effectively paving their introduction to local norms and institutions. That is, consistent with the spatial assimilation model, the native-born spouse would be fully acculturated to the host society, and this in itself would facilitate the integration of the foreign-born spouse. A foreign-born individual with a native spouse is also eligible for naturalization more quickly than other immigrants, and the children of such marriages are eligible for U.S. citizenship regardless of whether they are born in the United States (Bean and Stevens 2003) . Because of these factors, Bean and Stevens (2003:172) asserted that "levels of intermarriage across generational lines may in fact be an underappreciated aspect of (and shortcut to) the integration of immigrant groups into American society." Indeed, high rates of intermarriage among earlier-wave European immigrants with white natives helped foster both the development of a pan-white ethnicity and structural assimilation of successive generations (Alba 1990; Qian and Lichter 2001) . Statistics from more recent years suggest that about 29% of foreign-born men and 33% of foreign-born women have a spouse born in the United States (Bean and Stevens 2003) . The rate of marriage between the native-and foreign-born has also been increasing (Qian and Lichter 2007) . It is therefore important to examine whether and how increases in mixed-nativity marriages are connected with spatial assimilation of the foreign-born in metropolitan America.
In their analysis of marital partnership of immigrants using 1990 census data from Los Angeles, Ellis et al. (2006) found that marriage of a foreign-born person to someone outside the same immigrant group was positively associated with living outside a cluster of one's own immigrant group. Ellis et al. (2006) concluded that spousal characteristics are useful predictors of the spatial assimilation of immigrants in the United States.
Racial and Ethnic Intermarriage
Racial and ethnic intermarriage is often also indicative of assimilation because it can narrow differences between culturally distinct groups (Qian and Lichter 2007) . The spouses involved are thought to develop sympathies with another socially de ned racial or ethnic group, and these sympathies could extend across the couple's kin and friendship networks (Bean and Stevens 2003) . Racial and ethnic intermarriage further affects the identities of the offspring, who may not fully share the physical or culturally distinct attributes of either of the parents. The growth in the number of biracial and multiracial children could serve to blur racial and ethnic lines over time (Alba and Nee 2003) .
Over the past few decades, interracial marriage in the United States increased substantially, likely indicative of the fall of legal discriminatory barriers and changes in norms that occurred in the Civil Rights period of the 1950s and 1960s and beyond (Gullickson 2006) . Racial intermarriage increased from less than 1% of all married couples in 1970 to more than 6% of couples in 2000 (Bean et al. 2004; Lee and Edmonston 2005) . Using a de nition of "intermarriage" that includes marriages occurring between Hispanics and non-Hispanics (the intermarriage statistics just cited omit the count of such marriages), one study reports that whites have the lowest intermarriage rates (7% have a spouse of a different race/ethnicity), followed by blacks (13%), Latinos (29%), and Asians (31%); but, in part because whites make up the largest ethnic group in the United States, a majority of intermarriages involve a white spouse (Bean et al. 2004) .
In contrast to the general trend of the past few decades, Qian and Lichter (2007) noted that intermarriage rates between Hispanics and Asians with others actually declined slightly in the 1990s. They found that this decline is partly explained by the higher proportion of Hispanics and Asians who were foreign-born in 2000 than in 1990 (because the foreignborn are less likely to intermarry). Nevertheless, a higher percentage of immigrants in cross-nativity marriages also marry outside their own race/ethnicity than do couples in which both spouses are either native or foreign born. These cross-nativity, cross-ethnic marriages of the foreign-born often include a native-born white spouse. For example, more than 40% of Hispanic foreign-born wives in cross-nativity marriages are married to white men (Bean and Stevens 2003) .
More generally, studies of marital selection discuss the process in terms of "marriage markets." People "shop" for the best possible partner. As a result, spouses often match each other on a variety of characteristics (Blau 1964; Fu 2001; Kalmijn 1998) . Studies of intermarriage have examined the extent to which couples exchange racial status for SES. That is, members of low-status groups may be more likely to marry lower-status members of high-status groups if they are themselves of higher SES. The empirical literature suggests that although status exchange occurred among some groups in the past, such as between blacks and whites (Fu 2001; Heer 1974) , recent studies have found less support for status exchange (Fu 2008; Rosenfeld 2005) . That is, racial intermarriages tend to involve spouses of similar SES, regardless of race (Fu 2008) .
In their examination of interracial marriages (but not mixed-nativity ones), White and Sassler (2000) found that nonwhite householders who have a white spouse tend to reside in higher-status neighborhoods, even when other family characteristics are taken into account. They posit that this trend supports exchange theory (which seems less likely in light of the recent empirical literature mentioned earlier), a circumvention of discrimination in the housing market where the white spouse conducts the housing search, or the strength of the preference of the white spouse to live among higher-SES coethnics. Regardless of the exact mechanism, this pattern suggests that having a white spouse facilitates the movement into higher-SES neighborhoods that often also have a higher proportion of whites.
Hypotheses and Contributions
To summarize, assimilation theory would predict that mixed-nativity couples are less segregated from native non-Hispanic whites and other native-born ethnic groups than foreign-born couples. In addition, households in which immigrants are married to nativeborn non-Hispanic whites are likely to display particularly low levels of segregation from native-born non-Hispanic whites. Group-speci c variables, such as income, are expected to play an important role in shaping patterns: the closer groups are to income parity, the lower the levels of segregation expected between them. Small nativity differences could perhaps persist even after socioeconomic status is controlled for because the data do not contain a full range of acculturation indicators, but the differences should, on the whole, be minor.
According to the ethnic disadvantage (place strati cation) perspective, we would expect high levels of minority segregation from whites, and for blacks in particular, given that blacks tend to face higher levels of prejudice and discrimination than other groups in the United States (Charles 2003) . The main tenet of this perspective is that racial segregation will be high regardless of nativity status, although nativity status could have some effect in itself. It is not entirely clear as to what the place strati cation perspective would predict for racially mixed couples (in which one spouse is white), so we do not offer strong predictions here. If anything, we would posit that a long history of negative attitudes toward miscegenation among whites in the United States could result in the exclusion of mixedrace couples in the same manner as same-race minority couples; again, though, we do not view this as a strong test of the place strati cation theory more generally.
Finally, the segmented assimilation perspective predicts very different patterns by race of the immigrant group. This perspective holds that group characteristics, such as income and English-language ability, could be important factors in the incorporation process, and racially mixed couples could be predicted to be less segregated from whites. However, because of black and Hispanic disadvantage in American society, nativity status may play a smaller role for these groups. Speci cally, different groups may be assimilated into different segments of U.S. society, such that mixed-nativity black households may not experience any kind of assimilation with the mainstream (i.e., whites) but, in fact, may be absorbed by other segments of society (i.e., the native-born black population) over time (Zhou 1999) . Segmented assimilation theory would also predict that same-race mixed-nativity couples may be less segregated from native-born couples of the same race because of ethnic af nity.
Our study draws on restricted-use census data that permit the calculation of the distribution of such households across neighborhoods in all U.S. metropolitan areas where there are suf cient numbers of these households. Counts of mixed-nativity and mixed-race households at the neighborhood level are simply not available in public-use decennial les. This helps explain the paucity of research on this issue. The other two studies highlighted earlier that used neighborhood-level data to examine residential patterns of mixed-race (White and Sassler 2000) or mixed-nativity ) couples, in fact, relied on restricted-use data.
In particular, we build on the work of Ellis et al. (2006) in two ways. First, they analyzed residential patterns in Los Angeles in 1990. Los Angeles, albeit a prominent i mmigrant gateway, is not representative of the range of contexts in which immigrants have settled, particularly since 1990 (Singer 2004) . Second, the Ellis et al. study focused on the extent to which people lived with their own group-not their segregation from various other speci c groups. Although their approach is informative, our study further investigates whether speci c mixed-nativity and mixed-race marriages are associated with less segregation from different groups. In this way, we add important additional information about the extent to which mixed marriages result in multiple forms of residential assimilation-wherein an immigrant group can, over time and across generations, increasingly reside with a variety of native-born racial and ethnic groups (Iceland and Nelson 2008) . We examine this possibility by using multiple reference groups in our segregation calculations: native-born non-Hispanic whites, blacks, Asians and Paci c Islanders, and Hispanics.
Based as it is on decennial census data, our analysis cannot de nitively establish a causal link between marriage and neighborhood choices. For example, intermarried partners may be more likely to choose integrated neighborhoods; conversely, they may initially meet in such neighborhoods and then marry. However, as Ellis et al. (2006:4) argued, it is less likely in recent years that people choose marital partners from within their immediate neighborhood. They cited studies from various national contexts, such as those by Kalmijn and Flap (2001) and Bozon and Heran (1989) , which show that the importance of the neighborhood as a meeting place for couples declined during the twentieth century-and indeed, a minority of couples ever shared the neighborhood environment before they married (see also Houston et al. 2006 ). In addition, the relationship between income and segregation levels in our multivariate analyses is not causal, either, because segregation can affect groups' levels of socioeconomic attainment. Rather, our goal is to examine the relationship between segregation and these group characteristics and to explore how these characteristics might help explain the broader association between race, nativity, and segregation.
DATA AND METHODS
This analysis relies on restricted-use data from the 2000 census. We tabulate neighborhood and metropolitan area counts of various groups as de ned below, as well as compute other group and metropolitan area characteristics. We are primarily concerned with examining the residential segregation of foreign-born and mixed-nativity married couples from nativeborn households by race and ethnicity in all metropolitan areas where all these households are present in suf cient numbers. We exclude counts of people in institutional group quarters, such as prisons.
Segregation indexes are computed in metropolitan areas with at least 1,000 households of each group in the comparisons because segregation indexes for metropolitan areas with small subgroup populations are less reliable than those with larger ones. 1 We present estimates for all metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs); primary metropolitan statistical areas (PMSAs); and for New England states, New England county metropolitan areas ( NECMAs), together referred to hereafter as metropolitan areas (MAs) Census tracts-the unit of analysis within metropolitan areas-typically hold between 2,500 and 8,000 people, are de ned with local input, are intended to represent neighborhoods, and typically do not change much from census to census, except to sub divide. In addition, census tracts are by far the unit most often selected by other researchers in the construction of segregation scores (e.g., Logan, Stults, and Farley 2004; Massey and Denton 1993) .
The terms "immigrant" and "foreign-born" are used interchangeably in this study. We use both terms to refer to residents in the United States who were not born within the 50 United States or the District of Columbia, and/or were not born abroad to American parents. More speci cally, nativity is determined by the combination of answers to two questions. The rst question is, "Where was this person born?" The response categories are "In the United States" and "Outside of the United States," and the respondent is asked to ll in the state (if born in the United States) or country of birth. The second question is, "Is this person a CITIZEN of the United States?" The respondent can indicate that he/she was born in the United States or a U.S. territory, born abroad of American parents, a U.S. citizen by naturalization, or not a citizen. "Immigrants" are those who were both born outside the United States and either are not citizens or are U.S. citizens by naturalization. For the purposes of our study, people born in Puerto Rico or other outlying territories-although U.S. citizens at birth-are coded as "foreign-born" based on the shared experiences as newcomers to mainland United States.
Mixed-nativity marriages are de ned as those in which at least one spouse is foreignborn and one is native-born. We further analyze the residential patterns of mixed-nativity spouses who are of a different race. The four race/ethnicity categories in this study are non-Hispanic white, non-Hispanic black, non-Hispanic Asian and Paci c Islander, and Hispanic. For whites, blacks, and Asians and Paci c Islanders, people are classi ed into the respective groups if they marked only that group on the census form. Hispanic origin is determined by a separate question in the census. Individuals are de ned as "Hispanic" if they report Hispanic origin, regardless of how they respond to the race question. A household with mixed-race marriage is identi ed as one in which the householder reports one of the four race/ethnicities as just de ned, and the spouse reports another. Although it would be useful to further examine the segregation of multiracial and multiethnic individuals, this is beyond the scope of the present analysis. Few studies have looked at the segregation of 1. Random factors and geocoding errors are more likely to play a large role in determining the settlement patterns of group members when fewer members are present, causing these indexes to contain greater volatility . The 1,000 group population cutoff, while inevitably somewhat arbitrary, is one chosen by a number of other studies (Frey and Myers 2002; Glaeser and Vigdor 2001; Iceland and Nelson 2008; Iceland and Scopilliti 2008) .
2. The segregation estimates presented in the descriptive tables (means across all metropolitan areas) are weighted by the population size of the group in question. These weighted estimates show the average levels of segregation experienced by minority group members. multiracial individuals, but a study by Frey and Myers (2002) indicated that multiracial individuals showed fairly low levels of segregation from non-Hispanic whites in 2000 (with a dissimilarity score of 0.33), and multiracial individuals also tended to live in fairly integrated neighborhoods in general. Thus, by excluding this population from our study, we may modestly overstate the levels of segregation of mixed-race households.
We use the dissimilarity index to measure residential patterns. The most common index in the segregation literature, the dissimilarity index is a measure of evenness. It ranges from 0 (complete integration) to 1 (complete segregation), and indicates the percentage of a group's population that would have to change residence for each neighborhood to have the same percentage of that group as the metropolitan area overall.
The groups of interest in this article are married-couple households in which both spouses are foreign-born and those in which one is foreign-born and one is native-born (i.e., mixed-nativity households). We also look at married couples in which spouses are of the same race/ethnicity versus different race/ethnicity. We use four alternative reference groups: households in which all members of the household are (or the single individual is) (1) native-born non-Hispanic white, (2) native-born non-Hispanic black, (3) native-born non-Hispanic Asian or Paci c Islander, and (4) native-born Hispanic.
Because we calculate segregation indexes only in metropolitan areas that have at least 1,000 households of the group of interest and the reference group, our tables omit many group combinations. For example, there are relatively few mixed-nativity, mixed-race households with a foreign-born black spouse married to a native-born Asian spouse in the United States. As a consequence, there are only two types of households for which we can calculate mixed-nativity and mixed-race segregation scores in more than a couple of metropolitan areas: foreign-born Hispanics and foreign-born Asians with native-born nonHispanic white spouses.
Speci cation of the Statistical Model
The multivariate models examine the factors that explain metropolitan-level variation in segregation scores. We focus on whether group-speci c variables-and income in particular-play a role in shaping residential patterns: groups closer to income parity are expected to have lower levels of segregation between them. The models also examine the association of other group and metropolitan characteristics with segregation levels, and test whether the descriptive ndings hold when these controls are added. To estimate the relationship between segregation, nativity, race, and other factors, we estimate the following:
where Y ji is the dissimilarity score for metropolitan area j and group of interest i, X ji is a vector of group i characteristics in metropolitan j, and Z j is a vector of metropolitan characteristics for metropolitan area j. For example, when we examine the segregation patterns of Hispanic intermarriage groups, for each metropolitan area with at least 1,000 group members present, there is an observation indicating the segregation of: (1) foreign-born Hispanic households, (2) mixednativity Hispanic households, and (3) mixed-nativity and mixed-race households in which the foreign-born spouse is Hispanic and the native-born spouse matches that of the particular reference group of interest. This yields as many as three observations per metropolitan area. We create a dummy variable indicating whether each particular metropolitan-level segregation score is for mixed-nativity households or mixed-nativity and mixed-race households (foreign-born households are the omitted group in the regression) to determine which group is more highly segregated from the reference group. Because the same metropolitan areas are included as many as three times in the models, we produce corrected standard errors by using generalized linear regression models that account for the correlated error structure (i.e., because we are using repeated, clustered observations) among the independent variables.
3 Our models are similar to those employed in some other studies Massey and Denton 1989) .
As mentioned earlier, only among foreign-born Hispanics and Asians are there a sufcient number of mixed-nativity/mixed-race couples in enough metropolitan areas to include segregation indexes for these groups in the multivariate analysis, and only in reference to native-born non-Hispanic white households. Thus, in analyses of white and black foreignborn households, and in analyses of Hispanic and Asian foreign-born households wherein the reference group consists of native-born non-Hispanic black, Asian, and Hispanic households, there are only two observations per metropolitan area. We believe the structure of the upcoming tables further illuminates these decisions.
The X-vector variables in the regression models that represent group i characteristics in metropolitan area j include group size, median adjusted household income relative to the reference group (where income is adjusted to account for household size by using the square root of household size as the equivalence scale), and housing tenure (the percentage owning homes).
4 In some cases, a higher median income ratio between the two groups of interest indicates greater parity (e.g., the ratio of Hispanic income to white income), but in other cases it indicates greater disparity (e.g., the ratio of Asian income to black income). Descriptive statistics in Appendix Table A1 provide more detail on these ratios, and we discuss the interpretation of these coef cients in the text. Again, we emphasize that because we are relying on cross-sectional data, we cannot claim that factors such as income affect residential patterns rather than vice versa. However, controlling for income and other group characteristics helps us isolate the implications of cross-nativity marriages in shaping residential patterns. Z is a vector of metropolitan area characteristics that have been shown to be associated with segregation (Frey and Farley 1996; Logan et al. 2004; Wilkes and Iceland 2004 ). This includes metropolitan area size, the percentage of the population that is minority, the percentage of the civilian labor force that is in manufacturing and government, the percentage of the labor force that is in the military, the percentage of the population more than 65 years old, the percentage of the population aged 18 or older that is enrolled in school, the percentage of housing units built in the past 10 years, the percentage of the metropolitan area population in the suburbs, and region of the United States. All the regression models are unweighted because our aim is to understand the factors associated with metropolitan-level variation in segregation patterns. Table 1 show levels of dissimilarity of Hispanic, Asian, white, and black households, respectively, by nativity and race/ethnicity of spouse in 2000. For each panel, we use a constant set of metropolitan areas for which all groups are present in suf cient numbers (at least 1,000 group members). We do this to ensure that differences in mean segregation scores across different household types are not merely a function of different sets of metropolitan areas being captured in the calculations.
RESULTS

Panels a-d of
The rst set of columns in Table 1 , panel a, shows the segregation of different kinds of Hispanic households from native-born non-Hispanic white households. Consistent with predictions of the spatial assimilation model, we see that households in which both spouses are foreign-born have the highest dissimilarity score (0.655), which is also quite high in absolute terms. A common rule of thumb is that dissimilarity scores less than 0.3 are low in an absolute sense, scores of 0.3-0.6 are moderate, and scores greater than 0.6 are high (Massey and Denton 1993) . Hispanic households with a mixed-nativity marriage have a 3. We used the SAS PROC GENMOD procedure with repeated statements. Liang and Zeger (1986) originally introduced generalized estimating equations as a method of dealing with correlated data.
4. We also ran models with English pro ciency, occupation, and education variables, but these were highly correlated with income, housing tenure, and nativity status. Our ndings on the general effects of acculturation and socioeconomic status variables do not differ much when using alternative model speci cations. moderately lower dissimilarity score at 0.614, and households in which a foreign-born Hispanic individual has a native-born non-Hispanic white spouse have even lower levels of segregation from native-born non-Hispanic white households, at 0.423.
The remaining columns in panel a of Table 1 show Hispanic segregation from alternative reference groups: native-born non-Hispanic black, non-Hispanic Asian, and Hispanic households. As noted earlier, insuf cient numbers of foreign-born Hispanics are married to native-born Asians or blacks to include dissimilarity scores for these households. Panel a of Table 1 shows that mixed-nativity Hispanic households are less segregated from these alternative reference groups than are foreign-born Hispanic couples. However, the differences are rather slight when the reference group consists of black and Asian households. Levels of segregation from native-born Hispanic households are moderate among foreign-born Hispanic households (0.434) and lower yet among mixed-nativity Hispanic households (0.344).
Panel b of Table 1 shows that patterns differ somewhat among Asian households. Households with foreign-born spouses are actually less segregated from native-born nonHispanic whites (0.548) than mixed-nativity Asian households (0.605). However, households with a foreign-born Asian individual with a native-born non-Hispanic white spouse display fairly low levels of segregation from native-born non-Hispanic white households (0.408). It is not clear why we observe the highest levels of segregation among the samerace mixed-nativity households; among mixed-nativity couples, there could be differential selection into same-race versus cross-race marriages, which is associated with residential preferences for neighborhoods of different compositions.
Similar to the patterns of Asian-white segregation, we see that mixed-nativity Asian households are more segregated from blacks and Hispanics than foreign-born Asian households. In contrast, mixed-nativity Asian couples are modestly less segregated from nativeborn Asian households (0.491) than are foreign-born Asian couples (0.529).
Panel c indicates that mixed-nativity non-Hispanic white households are less segregated from all reference groups than are foreign-born non-Hispanic white households, although the assimilation pattern is strongest when the reference group consists of nativeborn non-Hispanic white households. The dissimilarity of mixed-nativity white households from native-born non-Hispanic white ones is low in absolute terms (0.257), and dissimilarity from black (0.740) and Asian (0.633) households is high in absolute terms.
Panel d indicates that mixed-nativity non-Hispanic black households are modestly less segregated from native-born white, black, and Asian households than are foreign-born black households. There is little difference by nativity when Hispanics are the reference group. More generally, panel d shows that both foreign-born and mixed-nativity black households are extremely segregated from other racial/ethnic groups (ranging from 0.738 to 0.876).
Overall, results from the four descriptive tables indicate that nativity status matters in many, although not all, cases. The general pattern is that mixed-nativity couples are less segregated from various native-born reference groups than foreign-born households even though Asians remain an exception. Foreign-born Asians and Hispanics with native-born non-Hispanic white spouses are considerably less segregated from white households than other Asian and Hispanic households. Even though nativity status may matter, foreign-born and mixed-nativity black households both display high levels of segregation from all other racial/ethnic groups. Table 2 shows results from generalized linear regressions in which Hispanic dissimilarity from various native-born reference groups is the dependent variable. Model 1 con rms ndings from the descriptive statistics in Table 1 : mixed-nativity and mixed-race households (in which the partner is native-born non-Hispanic white) are less segregated from native-born non-Hispanic whites than Hispanic households in which both spouses are foreign-born. For example, households with a foreign-born Hispanic individual and a native-born non-Hispanic white spouse have dissimilarity scores that are 0.175 lower than do households in which both Hispanic partners are foreign-born.
Multivariate Analyses
Results from Model 2 indicate that group-speci c and metropolitan-level characteristics explain some of these differences, since the magnitude of the nativity-related coef cients is reduced (and the mixed-nativity one becomes statistically insigni cant).
Of the group-speci c characteristics, we see that consistent with the spatial assimilation model, in metropolitan areas where the ratio of the income of the Hispanic group in question approaches that of native-born non-Hispanic whites, segregation between the Hispanic groups and native-born whites is lower. Among the metropolitan characteristics in the model, we see higher levels of segregation in larger metropolitan areas and in the Midwest, and lower levels of segregation in places with larger minority populations (when we also control for the size of the Hispanic group of interest itself). When considering alternative reference groups (Models 3-8), the only signi cant nativity-related coef cient is the one for which native-born Hispanic households are the reference group (Model 7). Model 7 indicates that Hispanic households with a mixednativity marriage are less segregated (dissimilarity scores are 0.077 lower) from nativeborn Hispanic households than are foreign-born Hispanic households. That coef cient becomes insigni cant when other group and metropolitan area characteristics are added (Model 8). In Model 8, homeownership is associated with lower levels of segregation from native-born Hispanics. Across various models, the most consistent controls that are associated with levels of segregation are population size, percentage minority, and Midwest region, as well as percentage of the metropolitan area population in the military, which has a strong negative association with segregation in two of the four models. Table 3 shows results for non-Hispanic Asian households. As shown in the descriptive table (Table 1 , panel b), Asians in mixed-nativity marriages with coethnics are more segregated from native-born non-Hispanic whites than are foreign-born Asian households, yet those in mixed-nativity marriage with whites are less segregated from native-born white households. These relationships persist after controls are added in Model 2. Although Asians in mixed-nativity marriages are also more segregated from non-Hispanic blacks and Hispanics than foreign-born Asian households, these associations become statistically insigni cant when control variables are added (Models 4 and 8). Mixed-nativity status has no signi cant relationship with levels of segregation from native-born non-Hispanic Asian households (Models 5 and 6). Notes: Th e unit of analysis is the segregation score for a race/ethnicity and nativity group in a given metropolitan area. Includes metropolitan areas with at least 1,000 members of the groups in question. *p < .05; **p < .01 Notably, higher incomes among Asian relative to blacks and Hispanics are associated with higher levels of segregation from those respective groups. This sign of this variable is in the expected direction, given that Asian median incomes are higher than black and Hispanic incomes, and a greater income ratio thus indicates greater disparities in income (see descriptive statistics in Appendix Table A1 ). Turning to the control variables that are consistently associated with levels of segregation, we nd that metropolitan areas in the Northeast, Midwest, and South have higher levels of Asian segregation than those in the West. Larger metropolitan areas also have higher levels of segregation. Table 4 shows that non-Hispanic white households with mixed-nativity marriages are considerably less segregated from native-born non-Hispanic whites than are households with two foreign-born spouses. White mixed-nativity households are less segregated from black and Hispanic households as well, even after controls are added. Higher relative incomes are associated with higher levels of segregation from native-born white, black, and Hispanic households. Again, both mixed-nativity and foreign-born white households have higher median incomes than these native-born groups. Thus, the sign of the income coef cient is in the expected direction (i.e., greater income disparities are associated with higher levels of segregation). Homeownership is associated with lower levels of segregation from native-born white households. Among other control variables, we once again see that larger metropolitan areas have higher levels of segregation, and those with a higher proportion of people in the military or in college have lower levels of segregation in at least two of the four models. Metropolitan areas in the Midwest have consistently higher levels of segregation than those in the West, and those in the Northeast and South have higher levels in at least two of the four models.
Finally, Table 5 shows results for non-Hispanic blacks. In models with controls, mixed-nativity black households are less segregated from native-born white, black, and Hispanic households. The coef cient is also negative when Asians are the reference group, but the r elationship is statistically insigni cant, likely in part because of the small number of metro politan areas with suf cient numbers of Asians to be included in (Table 3, Notes: Th e unit of analysis is the segregation score for a race/ethnicity and nativity group in a given metropolitan area. Includes metropolitan areas with at least 1,000 members of the groups in question. *p < .05; **p < .01 the models. In contrast to all the previous tables, and contrary to expectations, in metropolitan areas where the black groups have a higher ratio of income relative to native-born whites, levels of segregation from native-born whites are higher. It is not clear what explains this association: it is not consistent with predictions of the spatial assimilation model. As in previous tables, we once again see that larger metropolitan areas tend to have higher levels of segregation. Overall, results from the four multivariate analysis tables support the patterns displayed in the descriptive tables and illuminate some group-level characteristics (e.g., income parity) and metropolitan area characteristics (e.g., region) that in some cases help mediate the relationship between mixed-nativity marriage and residential segregation. In results not shown here, regression analyses including only the segregation variables and group characteristics (without metropolitan area factors) indicated that the metropolitan area factors are stronger in attenuating the link between nativity and segregation than the group characteristics of group size, income, and homeownership.
CONCLUSION
In this article, we examined the residential patterns of mixed-nativity marriage households to determine whether they are less segregated from the native-born than are foreign-born marriage households. We further investigated whether households with mixed-nativity and mixed-race/ethnicity marriages have even lower levels of segregation when the native-born spouse is the same race as the reference group being considered. The existing literature on this issue is thin, in large part owing to limitations in existing data sources. Our analysis relies on restricted-use data from the 2000 census that provide geographically detailed counts of various groups not available in conventional public-use census data les. Our analyses aim to shed light on three competing theoretical models: spatial assimilation, place strati cation, and segmented assimilation.
Our results indicate that nativity status among married couples matters in many cases. When signi cant, the general pattern is that mixed-nativity couples are less segregated from various reference groups than foreign-born households, and that greater income parity between groups tends to be associated with lower segregation between them. Taken together, our results suggest mixed-nativity marriage households often live in a wider array of neighborhoods than foreign-born households, which are more likely to cluster Notes: Th e unit of analysis is the segregation score for a race/ethnicity and nativity group in a given metropolitan area. Includes metropolitan areas with at least 1,000 members of the groups in question. *p < .05; **p < .01 with foreign-born coethnics. Asians are an exception, for which same-race, mixed-nativity households are more segregated from white, black, and Hispanic households, although the relationship becomes insigni cant in the latter two analyses after other group and metropolitan area characteristics are controlled. Foreign-born Asians, on the whole, are only moderately segregated from whites and Hispanics (and not extremely segregated from blacks); this could contribute to the small differences in segregation by household nativity. In addition, mixed-nativity status matters in the predicted manner for Asians who marry whites (as described below). We also nd that even though nativity status matters for blacks, both foreign-born and mixed-nativity black households experience very high levels of segregation from all other racial/ethnic groups, and in no case is income signi cantly associated with segregation in the way predicted by assimilation theory. This points to the persistent salience of race in determining levels of segregation in metropolitan America.
Our analyses of mixed-nativity households that also contain mixed-race spouses were con ned to foreign-born Asians and Hispanics married to native-born non-Hispanic whites. These were the only group combinations with suf cient numbers in more than a couple of metropolitan areas to analyze. Our results show that Asians and Hispanics with native white spouses were considerably less segregated from native white households than any other type of Asian or Hispanic household.
As is often the case in contemporary studies of segregation-and indeed in studies of race issues more generally-we can point to elements in our results that provide support for alternative theoretical perspectives. In this conclusion, we highlight what we believe is the dominant story while still describing areas where interpretations can reasonably differ depending on one's point of emphasis. Overall, our ndings are broadly consistent with spatial assimilation theory and with results from Ellis et al. (2006) -to our knowledge, the only other recent study that examined the neighborhood-level residential patterns of mixed-nativity households-although their study was con ned to 1990 data from Los Angeles. That is, mixed-nativity couples tend to be less segregated from whites than foreignborn couples among three of our four groups (whites, blacks, and Hispanics, but not Asians). Mixed-nativity and mixed-race couples (in which one of the couple is white) show particularly low levels of segregation from whites. The effect of group income ratios often works in a manner consistent with assimilation. Moreover, because we further examined segregation (Table 5, Notes: Th e unit of analysis is the segregation score for a race/ethnicity and nativity group in a given metropolitan area. Includes metropolitan areas with at least 1,000 members of the groups in question. *p < .05; **p < .01 vis-à-vis alternative reference groups, we also nd some evidence for the multiple forms of assimilation-that households with mixed-nativity marriages are less segregated from more than one other racial/ethnic group than the foreign-born.
One element of our results that is consistent with place strati cation is the particularly high levels of black segregation from others: this supports ndings on racial residential preferences and is consistent with previous work on discrimination in the housing market (Charles 2003; Ross and Turner 2005) . Income is another characteristic that does not work in the manner predicted by assimilation among black households, and it is only sometimes signi cant in the regressions for other groups. Thus, income is generally less important in explaining levels of segregation among cross-nativity households than among immigrants or racial and ethnic groups more generally Iceland and Wilkes 2006) .
Likewise, some of our ndings support segmented assimilation. Important differences exist in levels of segregation across racial and ethnic groups; mixed-nativity couples display relatively low levels of segregation from native-born households of the same race; and more the focus here, mixed nativity does not work in the same direction for all groups (Asians are the exception). Nevertheless, support for segmented assimilation is also equivocal. As mentioned earlier, we often see multiple forms of assimilation rather than divergent forms predicted by segmented assimilation. In other words, while segmented assimilation posits that groups will be absorbed by different segments in society, "multiple" forms of assimilation indicates a reduction in, for example, Hispanic segregation vis-à-vis more than one group. The process is such that Hispanics, over time and generations, may live in neighborhoods with fewer Hispanics and with a greater number of not just whites but also other groups, such as blacks.
The nding that same-race, mixed-nativity Asian couples are more segregated from other groups than are same-race, foreign-born Asian couples needs to be considered in tandem with the nding that mixed-nativity, mixed-race Asian-white couples show relatively low levels of segregation from white households. We venture that a selection process might be at work here: foreign-born Asians who are more "open" to assimilation may be more likely to marry out of the ethnic group altogether, while those who are less open to it may be more inclined to marry within the group-regardless of the nativity status of the Asian spouse. That being said, we acknowledge that our results on this issue are far from de nitive.
In short, and with these caveats in mind, we conclude that to a moderate extent, having a native-born spouse is associated with living outside a foreign-born ethnic enclave and living in more integrated environments. This suggests that cross-nativity marriages could facilitate social integration of the foreign-born by more quickly and effectively paving their introduction to local norms and institutions (Bean and Stevens 2003) . Indeed, mixed-nativity marriages that cross racial/ethnic lines seem to be all the more likely to live in integrated areas, signaling even less social distance between groups. And because mixed-nativity marriages have been increasing in recent years (Qian and Lichter 2007) , we might further expect that such marriages will play a progressively more important role in the residential incorporation process in the coming years.
Future research on this topic could proceed along several avenues. First, it will be important to track changes in marital patterns among immigrants and the native-born. In particular, Qian and Lichter (2007) found that the 1990s was a decade of change: rising rates of within-ethnic group marriage, largely spurred by a surge of immigration in that decade, as well as the aforementioned increase in mixed-nativity marriages. Whether these kinds of patterns will persist is an open question. Second, it would be informative to look at the residential patterns of cohabiting couples, including mixed-nativity cohabitors. Some research suggests that compared with married couples, cohabiting couples are more likely to be of mixed race (Harris and Ono 2000) and tend to live in more integrated environments.
The contribution of mixed-nativity and mixed-race cohabiting to immigrant incorporation is as yet unknown. Finally, an analysis that uses some kind of restricted-use longitudinal microdata could shed light on individual-and household-level processes that result in mixed-nativity and/or mixed-race partnering; and in turn, how such partnering might lead to household residential decisions that in the aggregate reduce segregation between groups.
(Appendix Table A1 Notes: Includes metropolitan areas with at least 1,000 (weighted) group members. Th e means are unweighted.
